The current partch choice theory assumes that an animal prefers the most profitable patch, i.e. all other things being equal, the one with the highest density of prey (STEPHEN & KREBS, 1986) . However, much observation is at variance with this assumption. For instance, in a series of experiments it has been shown that animals work for food even when food is freely available (i.e. do not choose the richest food patch), a phenomenon known as learned industriousness in the psychological literature (rat, SINGH, 1970; pigeon, NEURINGER, 1970; hen, DUNCAN & HUGHES, 1972; starling, INGLIS & FERGUSON, 1986 
Exploration
can be seen as having two purposes. The first is that the animal is searching for something that it needs at that moment, as can be illustrated by a hungry animal that is looking for the best patch (KREBS et al., 1978) . The second purpose of exploration is to gather information that can be used later. This can be exemplified with a satiated animal, 1) I wish to thank Olle LEIMAR, Magnus ENQUIST, Ingrid HEDENGREN and Jan EKMAN for their helpful comments on this manuscript. John LAZARUS and Ian INGLIS gave me inspiration. I also thank Great ÅGREN for the use of her animals, her knowledge of their habits has helped me greatly. This study was in part financed by the fund of Alice and Lars Silén.
or an animal that is certain of its survival, that is looking for available food patches that may be used later on (INGLIS & FERGUSON, 1986 ). An important factor influencing how an animal should value information about food sources in a given situation will be the time during which the information can be used. Animals need energy to survive and should choose those behaviors that are most likely to meet their requirements.
Variability in food intake becomes important if survival is at stake (CARACO et al., 1980) . A new field in optimal foraging theory opened with the idea that an animal is not trying to maximize its intake but rather to maximize its survival probability. This approach has led to new findings in risk sensitive foraging (CARACO et al., 1980) . In most experiments that have tested the predictions from the risk prone/risk aversive model the animal has had two food sources to choose from, one with a high variance and another with a low variance (e.g. CARACO, 1981 CARACO, , 1982 BARNARD, 1985; KAGEL, 1986) . The size of the variation has typically been set at a fixed value by the experimenter, the animal does not know the value of the alternatives at the start of a session and must explore in order to forage efficiently (KRESS et al., 1978) . In this situation, the animal cannot use the knowledge obtained during one session for the next, which leads to the prediction that information only should be gathered in the beginning of a session, before deciding in which patch to forage. The predicted behavior is thus a bout of exploration followed by foraging in the chosen patch.
In the experimental situation used by INGLIS & FERGUSON (1986) the animal could forage very efficiently from the start of the session. It can immediately assess the abundance of the free food without any further information gathering. INGLIS and FERGUSON assumed that the animal is adapted to a habitat where conditions do not change randomly from feeding-session to feeding-session, therefore the animal might explore for future needs (e.g. SHETTLEWORTH & PLOWRIGHT, 1989) . Feeding in the most efficient manner and exploring are regarded as two mutually exclusive activities, with feeding having the higher priority in a starving animal. The prediction from the informal model of INGLIS & FERGUSON is then that the animal, when starved, should eat first and then explore (e.g. by trying a suboptimal food patch). The less starved the animal is at the start of the session the sooner should it begin exploring.
In this paper, some factors that potentially could influence an animal's s tendency to forage in patches of lower profitability are studied. After first testing for the presence of the "learned industriousness" phenomenon in
